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DOCTOR  CADOGAN’s 


DISSERTATION 

O  N  T  H  E 

G  O  U  T,  &c. 

EXAMINED  and  REFUTED, 


S  I  R, 


S  I  have  not  the  honour  to  know  you, 
it  is  more  than  probable,  that  whilft 
I- controvert  your  opinion?,  I  am  not 
influenced  by  perfonal  pique  or  animofity.  I 
am  totally  uninterefled  in  your  fame  or  prac¬ 
tice.  You  may  be  a  great  man,  or  a  little  man, 
for  aught  I  know.  From  your  Pamphlet  I 
fuppoie  you  to  be  what  the  world  calls  a 
plain-fpoketi  man,  honeji  md  demm-right ,  but 
pofltive  in  your  opinions.  Such  charadters, 
however,  notwithftanding  their  perpetual  pro- 
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penfity  to  contradiction,  feldom  bear  being 
themfelves  contradicted  with  any  degree  of 
patience.  If  this  be  really  your  character,  I 
am  forry  for  the  pain  I  fhall  give  you  ;  “  but 
<c  (I  fpeak  in  your  own  words)  there  is  an  evil 
€t  Spirit  of  Quackery  gone  forth  that  has  pof- 
<c  fefled  all  orders  of  men  among  us.  I  would 
“  lay  it,  if  I  could,  together  with  every  Demon 
tfC  of  Superftition  and  Error,  and  reftore  the 
<c  world  to  Truth  and  Nature. ” 

0  To  enter  the  lifts  againft  the  Demons  of 

Quackery,  Superftition  and  Error,  in  defence 
of  the  naked  damfels,  Truth  and  Nature,  is  an 
attempt  that  might  have  paufed  even  the 
Knight  of  the  Woeful  Countenance  himfelf. 
They  are,  indeed,  very  formidable  enemies.  If 
you  have  no  objection,  we  will,  by  way  of  pre¬ 
face  to  the  more  immediate  objeCt  of  our  confi- 
deration,  enquire  a  little  into  the  conftitution 
ofthefeyour  three  opponent  knights  errant.  It 
will  probably  facilitate  our  fubfequent  invef- 
tigations. 

Quackery,  confidered  as  a  generic  term,  com¬ 
prehends  many  fpecies.  It  is  by  no  means 
confined  to  Phyfic.  Law  and  Divinity  have 
their  Quacks,  as  well  as  we.  The  effential 
charaCteriftics  of  a  Quack  are  impudence  and 
knavery  ;  knavery,  in  falfely  pretending  to  fu- 
perlative  knowledge,  whether  intuitive,  ac¬ 
quired,  or  by  infpiration;  and  impudence,  to  boaft 
of  iuch  knowledge  to  the  ignorant  world. 
Now,  tho’  Quackery  in  thd’e  two  learned  pre^ 
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feffions  be  productive  of  fome  evils  to  man¬ 
kind,  in  common  with  Medical  Quackery, 
particularly  that  of  picking  men's  pockets  ;  yet 
we  cannot  help  acknowledging  that  our  own 
Quacks  are  the  greateft  pefts  of  Society,  becaufe 
health  is  our  mod  valuable  poffeffion. 

You,  Sir,  are  a  fellow  of  the  London  Col¬ 
lege  of  Phyficians.  You  would  “  decry  all 
Quacks,  from  PEfculapius  to  the  prefent,  ei¬ 
ther  as  ignorant  fools,  or  felf-conceited  im- 
poftors,  advertifing  daily  lyes,  whether 
cc  mounted  on  ftages,  or  riding  in  chariots.”  I 
applaud  your  refolution  to  decry  thefe  vermin  5 
but  merely  to  decry  them,  is  only  buffeting 
the  wind.  Your  blows  leave  no  impreffion. 
Befides,  thefe  advertifing  Practitioners,  if  I  may 
ufe  a  wretched  term,  tho’  frequent  in  tolerable 
writers)  are  inoffenfive,  inconfiderable,  when 
compared  with  the  {warm  of  Pfeu  do- DoCtors  by 
which  the  Phyficians  of  Great  Britain  are  fur- 
rounded,  recommended,  and  governed.  If  you 
be  finqere  in  your  declaration,  why  do  you  not, 
in  concert  with  your  brethren  of  the  College, 
exert  that  power  with  which  you  are  legally; 
in  veiled  ?  Why  do  you  not  break  the  chains 
that  have  been  artfully  forged  by  your  natural 
dependants,  and  prevent  the  daily  fatal  confe- 
quences  of  felf-fufficient,  de  fir  active  ignorance  ? 
But  which  rat  will  hang  the  bell  ?  That’s  the 
queftion.  You  all  know  that  the  Pradice  of 
Phviic  in  England  is  upon  a  wretched,  a  con¬ 
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ing  your  Mailers  (for  fuch  you  have  really  made 
them)  prevents  the  learned,  the  venerable  Col¬ 
lege  of  Phyficians  from  exerting  their  power 
in  the  only  way  by  which  their  inftitution 
might  be  of  fervice  to  mankind. 

As  to  that  illiberal  exertion  of  your  might, 
as  a  body  corporate,  manifefted  in  the  childifh 
examination  of  phyficians,  whofe  diplomas 
from  creditable  Universities  declare  them  to  be 
your  equals  in  point  of  medical  education,  it  is 
a  reproach  to  you  as  gentlemen  or  fcholars, 
and  a  prelumptive  impeachment  of  your  inte¬ 
grity.  You  pretend  to  conlult  the  welfare  of 
the  Metropolis  in  your  Severity  to  the  only  clafs 
of  men  who  ought  to  praftife  phyfic  ;  whilft 
you  fuller  a  tribe  of  ignorant,  illiterate  medicaf- 
ters,  infinitely  more  numerous  than  yourfelves, 
to  deftroy  mankind  with  impunity. 

Doubtlefs  it  is  a  reproach  to  Government 
that  profefied  Quackery  is  not  totally  fupprefled ; 
but  a  moft  fcandalous  obloquy,  that  they  are 
Supported  by  Royal  Patents.  It  any  future  age 
Should  behold  thefe  nations  governed  by  io- 
] id  Reafon,  that  Single  circumftance  of  Patent 
Quacks  will  condemn  our  prefent  Superiors  for 
a  race  of  venal  idiots. 

1  have  often  Said,  and  I  am  Still  firmly  of 
opinion,  that,  unlels  our  rotten  branches  can 
be  lopt  ofi,  it  were  moft  advantageous  to  man¬ 
kind  totally  to  eradicate  the  very  Semblance  of 
Phyfic,  and  leave  the  world  once  more  to  Na¬ 
ture  and  Old  Women.  But  enough  of  Quacks 
and  Quackery.  With 
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With  regard  to  the  Demons,  Superftition 
and  Error,  let  me  advife  you,  as  a  friend,  to 
decline  the  combat.  They  are  infinitely  more 
formidable  than  Quackery  itfelf.  Not  to  de¬ 
preciate  the  venerable  antiquity  of  Quackery, 
Superftition  and  Error  are  coeval  with  the 
creation,  and  have  continued  to  govern  the 
world  from  that  period  to  this.  There  have  ap¬ 
peared  indeed,  at  different  times,  chiefly  in  the 
laid  and  prefent  age,  fome  few  champions  dar¬ 
ing  enough  to  hand  forth  in  defence  of  Truth ; 
but,  in  a  world  of  fools,  Truth  can  never  be 
victorious.  What  the  defigns  of  Providence 
might  be  in  creating  fuch  a  world,  I  cannot 
determine  ;  unlefs  it  were  to  fupply  a  neceffary 
bad  link  in  the  great  general  chain  of  creation, 
as,  in  the  particular ,  we  fee  toads,  crocodiles, 
and  rattle- fnakes.  Hitherto  1  have  had  my  eye 
on  your  Preface  ;  I  now  proceed  to  your  Dif- 
fertation. 

When  an  author  writes  upon  a  fuhjeCt 
which  hath  been  already  frequently  di  feu  fled, 
he  muft  neceffarily  begin  by  perftiading  his 
reader,  that  former  writers  knew  nothing  of 
the  matter  he  is  about  to  inveftigate  ;  other- 
wife  his  book  is  an  unneceffary  obtrufion  on 
the  Public.  Accordingly,  you  begin  by  avert¬ 
ing,  contrary  to  received  opinions,  that  cc  all 
<c  that  clafs  of  complaints  which  the  Learned 
cc  call  chronic  difeafes,  we  moft  undoubtedly 
cc  bring  upon  ourfelves  by  our  own  indul- 
cc  gences,  exceffes,  or  miftaken  habits  of  life, 
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cf  or  by  buffering  our  ill-conduded  palfions  to 
“  lead  us  affray,  or  difturb  our  peace  of 
**  mind.” 

This  propofition,  I  apprehend,  is  true  only 
in  part.  If  you  had  alter  ted,  that  thefe  are 
fome times  the  caufes  of  chronic  difeafes,  your 
thefis  would  have  been  incontrovertible ;  but 
then  it  would  have  wanted  novelty,  its  only 
recommendation.  Before  I  proceed  to  prove 
you  wrong,  I  mull  beg  leave  to  quote  another 
palfage  from  the  fame  page  : — “  If  you  read 
tc  authors  or  confult  practitioners,  what  do 
cc  you  find,  but  that  you  have  taken  cold,  (tho’ 
you  know  not  how)  or  that  your  complaints 
“  are  gouty,  rheumatic,  bilious,  &c.  words  that 
iC  fatisfy,  though  they  give  no  idea.” 

Kow  you  came  to  fuppofe  that  thefe  words 
convey  no  idea,  is  difficult  to  imagine.  That 
they  are  frequently  mifapplied  by  ignorant  men, 
who  have  very  imperfeft  ideas  of  thefe  or  any 
other  difeafes,  I  readily  acknowledge;  but 
that  they  do  not  convey  diflindt  ideas  to  minds 
fufceptible  of  dillindt  ideas,  I  pofitively  deny, 
and  appeal  to  every  rational  Phyfician  in  the 
kingdom. 

Your  next  paragraph  begins  thus  : — <c  I  have 
c£  long  had  it  in  my  mind  to  write  upon 
chronic  difeafes  in  general,  in  the  hope  of 
“  giving  mankind,  what  moll  aflhrediy  they  ne- 
“  ver  yet  had,  a  few  rational  ideas  about  them.” 
— This  will  be  thought  a  very  extraordinary 
afiertion,  if  in  the  fequel  it  fhould  appear  that 
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every  rational  idea  in  your  Pamphlet  hath 
been,  for  ages  part,  entertained  by  every  tole¬ 
rable  writer  on  the  fubjeft.  But  it  will  appear 
ftill  more  extraordinary  (when  we  confider, 
that  the  chief  intent  of  your  book  is  to  in¬ 
form  us,  that  chronic  dileafes  are  not  to  be 
cured  by  medicine  alone)  to  find  thefe  words 
in  the  fame  paragraph  :  — —  cc  The  fkilful  in 
c‘  medicine,  and  learned  in  nature,  know  wel h 
€C  that  health  is  not  to  be  eftablifhed  by  medi- 
<c  cine.”  If  the  fkilful  in  medicine,  and 
learned  in  nature,  know  this,  and  have  re¬ 
peatedly  communicated  this  knowledge  to  the 
world,  what  becomes  of  your  afiertion.  That 
mankind  have,  mojl  ajfuredly\  never  yet  had  a 
few  rational  ideas  about  chronic  dileafes  ? 

To  fuppofe  you  unacquainted  with  the  ca¬ 
pital  authors  who  have  written  upon  chronic 
difeafes,  were  unmannerly  ;  and  yet  I  do  not 
recollect  a  fingle  writer  of  credit  who  ever 
imagined  chronic  dileafes  curable  by  me¬ 
dicine  alone;  that  is,  folely  by  the  uie  of  any 
article  in  the  Materia  Medica ,  internally  or 
externally  applied.  In  this  lpecial  acceptation, 
you  ufe  the  word  Medicine.  On  the  contrary, 
the  writers  on  chronic  difeafes,  both  antient 
and  modern,  unanimouily  infift  on  the  indif- 
penfihle  neceffity  of  exercife  and  temperance, 
in  proof  of  this,  it  were  eafy  to  quote  you  paf- 
fages  without  number. 

Having  thus  difpatched  our  preliminaries, 
yve  come  now  to  the  main  point  You  are 

of 
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of  opinion  that, - <c  Though  the  caufes  of 

“  chronic  difeafes  have  been  multiplied  with- 
cc  out  end,  they  may  fairly  be  reduced  to 
“  th  ree,  viz.  Indolence,  Intemperance,  and 
<c  Vexation  — cc  for  different  difeafes  may  have 
“  the  fame  original  caufe,  the  difference  pro- 
“  ceeding  from  the  various  degrees  of 
<c  ftrength  and  vigour  in  bodies ;  fo  that 
“  what  would  be  Gout  in  one,  in  another 
le  might  be  Rheumatifm,  Stone,  Colic,  Jaun- 
<c  dice,  Palfy,”  &c.  tc  The  Gout  is  manifeftly 
<c  a  difeafe  of  the  belt  conflitution,  and  may 
<c  therefore  fairly  fland  as  a  reprefentative  of 
cc  the  reft.” 

That  we  may  be  better  able  to  judge  of  this 
matter,  it  will  be  neceffary  to  enumerate  the 
difeafes  which  are  generally  called  chronic  ; 
St.  Vitus’s  Dance,  Afthma,  Confumption, 
Scurvy,  Dropfy,  King’s  Evil,  Cancer,  Leprofy, 
Lethargy,  Hyfteric  Paffion,  Malum  Hypocon- 
driacum,  Madnefs,  Worms,  Chlorofis,  Fluor 
Albus,  Furor  Uterinus,  Diarrhoea,  Dyfentery, 
Epilepfy,  Rickets,  Stone,  Gravel,  Colic,  Jaun¬ 
dice,  Palfy,  and  Gout,  their  general  repre¬ 
fentative. 

And  now,  Sir,  having  caft  your  eye  over 
this  catalogue,  can  you  poffibly  continue  to  af¬ 
firm  ferioufly,  that,  notwithstanding  their  dif¬ 
ferent  appellations,  they  are  individually  the 
Gout  in  mafquerade,  and  their  caufes  Indo¬ 
lence,  Intemperance,  and  Vexation  ? 
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Surely  nothing  would  be  more  eafy  and  lu¬ 
dicrous  than  to  prove  that  mod:  of  thefe  dif- 
eafes  proceed  from  a  very  different  fource  j  but 
left  you  ftiould  fay, 

What  would  be  great  I  turn  to  farce , 

Prior. 

1  will  confine  myfelf  to  one  or  two  of 
thofe  diforders  which  you  have  mentioned, 
and  of  which  you  fuppole  the  Gout  to  be  the 
archetype. 

The  Stone  in  the  Bladder  is  fometimes  at¬ 
tendant  on  the  Gout,  though  rarely.  It  is  of¬ 
ten  a  difeafe  of  ruffles,  of  mechanics,  of  wo¬ 
men,  and  very  frequently  of  children.  There 
have  been  inftances  of  children  being  born 
with  a  Stone  in  the  Bladder.  In  thefe  laft, 
it  could  not  be  owing  to  their  own  Indo¬ 
lence,  Intemperance,  or  Vexation  ;  and  I  am 
certain,  you  will  not  abow  it  to  be  in  this 
cafe  hereditary,  for  fear  of  the  confequence  of 
fuch  a  conceftion.  Betides,  the  Stone  gene¬ 
rally  admits  of  a  radical  cure  by  lithotomy, 
without  any  return,  though  the  patient  refume 
his  former  manner  of  living ;  which,  accord- 
ing  to  your  hypothefis,  ought  invariably  to 
produce  another  Stone,  or  fome  other  type  of 
the  Gout.  Experience  tells  us,  this  is  not  the 
cafe.  The  Rheumatifm,  be  its  caufe  what  it 
will,  is  a  difeafe  which  affiids  the  lower  clafs 
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of  mankind  more  frequently  than  the  rich, 
and  from  which  the  female  part  of  our  fpe- 
cies  are  by  no  means  exempt*  The  moft  la¬ 
borious  and  robuft  Country-people  are  often 
tortured  by  this  diforder,  in  confequence  of 
lying  on  the  ground,  or  being  otherwife  ex- 
pofed  to  cold  and  moift  air,  when  heated  by 
labour.  Can  this  Baftard-gout  proceed  from 
Indolence,  Intemperance,  or  Vexation  ?  And 
why  does  it  not  in  thefe  robuft  people  rather 

affume  the  real  Gout,  which  you  tell  us - 

<c  is  a  difeafe  of  the  belt  conflitution,  the  dif- 
<c  ference  proceeding  from  various  degrees  of 
c<  ftrength  in  bodies  ?”  If  that  were  true, 
the  Indolent  and  Intemperate  would  furely  ne¬ 
ver  be  afflidted  with  the  Gout,  properly  fo 
called. 

I  appeal  to  all  Mankind,  and  to  the  Fa¬ 
culty  in  particular,  whether  they  do  not  re¬ 
coiled!  many  inftances  of  people  perfectly 
cured  of  the  Rheumatifm  without  any  alte¬ 
ration  in  their  manner  of  living  ?  I  remem¬ 
ber  a  very  lingular  inftance,  many  years  ago, 
of  a  gentleman  being  almoft  immediately  cured 
of  a  very  tedious  and  painful  Rheumatifm  by  a 
few  dofes  of  a  preparation  of  Antimony.  He 
lias  never  lince  had  the  leaft  return.  But  the 
Gout,  you  aver,  was  never  cured  by  medicine 
alone  ;  ergo ,  the  Rheumatifm  is  not  the  Gout 
in  dilguife. 
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As  to  the  Colic,  the  Jaundice,  and  the 
Pally,  they  are  difeafes  which,  like  the  Rheu- 
matifm, 

— —  ceqito  pulfant  pede  pauperum  taker  nas 
Regumque  turves . 

They  frequently  attack  the  heft  conftitutions : 
their  caufes  are  often  accidental ;  and  the  firft, 
viz.  Colic  and  Jaundice,  are  often  cured  by 
medicine  alone,  without  any  return.  The 
Paify  generally  baffles  medicine,  diet,  exer- 
cife,  and  every  thing  elfe.  What  affinity* 
therefore,  is  there  between  thefe  difeafes  and 
the  Gout  ? 

But  you  affirm,  that  the  Gout  is  neither  here¬ 
ditary,  nor  periodical,  nor  incurable .  In  the  firft 
and  fecond  articles  of  your  propofition,  you  dif¬ 
fer  not  only  from  every  preceding  writer  on 
the  fubjedt,  but  from  the  opinion  of  all  Man¬ 
kind.  Your  arguments  in  fupport  of  the  firft 
are  thefe  : 

If  it  were  hereditary,  it  would  be  necefla- 
i(  rily  tranfmitted  from  father  to  fon,  and  no 
“  man  whofe  father  had  it  could  poffibly  be 

free  from  it.5' 

In  like  manner,  fuppofe  I  were  to  fay,  If 
landed  eftates  were  hereditary,  they  would  he 
neceflarily  tranfmitted  from  father  to  fon,  and 
no  man  whofe  father  had  a  landed  eftate  could 
poffibly  be  deprived  of  it. 

C  2, 
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Begging  y°ur  pardon,  this;  is  falfe  reafoning. 
The  Gout,  like  a  landed  effate,  is  hereditary, 
though  not  necefiarily  lb.  There  are  circum- 
ftances  in  which  neither  are  hereditary ;  but 
you  are  not  thence  authorifed  to  affirm,  that  if 
the  Gout  were  hereditary,  it  muff  necefiarily  be 
tranfmitted  from  father  to  Ion,  unlefs  you  had 
previously  proved,  that  what  does  not  conftant- 
ly  exift,  can  have  no  exiftence  at  all.  If  you 
only  meant  to  affert,  that  all  the  children  of 
gouty  parents  do  not  necefiarily  inherit  the 
Gout,  you  are  certainly  right ;  but  we  ?ieed- 
ed  not  a  Ghoji  to  tell  us  this . 

Your  next  argument  in  proof  of  its  not  being 
hereditary  is,  that  it  does  not  generally  appear 
in  women  and  children.  Here  again  our  land¬ 
ed  eftate  is  a  cafe  exactly  in  point.  It  is  not 
hereditary,  you  fay,  becaufe  women  and  chil¬ 
dren  do  not  poflels  it.  The  truth  is,  Nature 
has  entailed  the  Gout  on  her  male-iffue,  not 
to  be  poffeffed  till  they  are  of  age ;  women  and 
children  are  therefore  generally  excluded. 

You  boldly  affert  that,— “No  difeafes  are  he- 
“  reditary  but  thofe  of  taint  or  infection,  and 
“  maleformation.  The  Gout  is  none  of  thefe, 
“  and  therefore  is  not  hereditary.” 

J 

If  this  affertion  were  true,  your  conclufion 
would  be  juff.  But  it  is  a  mere  affertion,  un¬ 
supported  even  by  the  Shadow  of  an  argu¬ 
ment.  I  appeal,  therefore,  to  the  experience 
of  the  vvhole  Faculty,  whether  among 
many  chronic  difeafes,  Confumption,  Scurvy, 

Scrofula, 
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Scrofula,  Cancer,  are  not  evidently  heredi¬ 
tary  ?  I  do  not  fay  invariably,  but  frequently* 

In  the  fame  page  you  reafon  thus  :  — If 
<c  the  Gout  be  a  difeafe  of  indigeftion,  and 
cc  therefore  of  our  own  acquiring,  we  muft  - 
<c  reafon  very  ill,  or  rather  not  reafon  at  all, 
cc  when  we  fay  it  is  hereditary  $  for  furely 
cc  no  man  will  fay  that  indigeftion  is  heredi- 
“  tary  any  more  than  intemperance.” 

If  indigeftion  be  always  of  our  own  acquir¬ 
ing,  it  certainly  cannot  be  hereditary.  But  I 
am  taught  by  experience  and  medical  obfer- 
vation,  that  in  this  cafe  alfo  the  fins  of  the  fa¬ 
ther  are  often  punifhed  upon  the  children  to 
the  third  and  fourth  generation.  Can  you  pof- 
fibly,  Sir,  have  been  fo  long  in  the  practice  of 
Phyfic,  without  frequently  obferving  particular 
families  whofe  digeftive  faculties  were  gene¬ 
rally  weak  by  inheritance  ?  But  even  without 
experience,  a  tolerable  Theorift  would  ration¬ 
ally  conclude,  a  priori ,  that  if  the  children 
of  robuft  and  healthy  parents  be  generally 
healthy  and  ftrong,  thofe  whofe  father  had  a 
weak  ftomach,  or  bad  lungs,  would  generally 
be  afflidted  with  the  fame  difeafes.  Can  there 
be  any  plauftble  reafon  aftigned  why  the  vif* 
cera  fhould  bear  lefs  refemblance  to  thofe  of 
my  father  than  my  eyes,  my  nofe,  or  any  other 
feature  of  my  face  to  his  ?  This  matter,  how¬ 
ever,  does  not  reft  upon  Theory.  It  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  a  thoufand  examples,  with  fome  of 
which  you  may  be  furmlhed  by  every  one  of 
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your  acquaintance.  Here,  I  know  you  will 
retreat  behind  your  cc  caufa prcegumena ,  vel prce- 
<c  difponans  ;  which  of  itfelf,  you  fay,  never 
<c  produced  any  effebt  at  all.”  Very  true. 
So  gunpowder  never  exploded  without  the 
application  of  fire.  But  if  I  place  an  open 
barrel  of  gunpowder  in  a  fmith’s  forge,  am  I 
not  morally  certain  that  the  fmith  with  his 
anvil  and  hammer  will  foon  cut  capers  in  the 
air?  In  like  manner,  if  this  caufa  prcegumena, 
which  I  inherit  from  my  father,  be  of  lo  com- 
buffible  a  nature  that  the  leaft  fpark  of  the 
cat  fa  procatarffica ,  impoffible  to  be  avoided, 
will  give  it  activity  ;  is  it  not  morally  certain 
that  I  fhall  have  the  Gout  ;  and  may  I  not 
then,  with  the  utmoft  propriety,  thank  my  fa¬ 
ther  for  his  bequeft  ?  But  to  proceed  : 

<c  If  the  Gout  be  thought  hereditary,  be- 

<c  caufe  it  is  incurable  by  medicine,  the  fame 

“  may  be  find  of  every  other  chronic  difeafe, 

<c  none  of  which  are  ever  cured  by  it,  I  mean 

¥ 

<c  fo  as  never  to  return  again.  When  was 
<c  there  a  man  who  having  had  one  fit  of  the 
<c  Rheumatilm,  Stone,  or  Colic,  &c.  how- 
cc  ever  happily  relieved  by  art  for  a  time,  had  it 
“  not  again,  or  fcmething  worfe  in  the  place 
“  of  it.1’ 

You,  Sir,  are  the  beft  judge  of  what  has 
been  the  cafe  with  your  own  patients  ,  but 
I  will  venture  to  affirm,  that  there  is  not 
another  Phyfician  in  the  Three  Kingdoms  who 
has  not  fecn  many  inftances  of  the  Rheuma- 
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tifm,  Stone,  and  the  Colic,  being  cured  fo  as 
never  to  return ;  and  that  without  any  reforma¬ 
tion  in  the  patient’s  manner  of  living.  I  have 
known  many  examples  of  a  Chronic  Rheuma- 
tifm  being  effedually  cured  by  the  limple  me¬ 
dicine  of  a  flannel- waiffcoat  next  the  skin.  So 
much  for  inheritance.  W e  come  now  to  the 
fecond  member  of  your  triple  affirmation : 

C£  The  Gout  is  not  periodical T  This  you 
fupport  in  the  following  manner :  u  It  is 
<c  natural  enough  for  thofe  who  believe  the 
“  Gout  hereditary  to  think  it  alfo  periodical.” 
— — -  How  you  happened  to  conned:  fo  inti¬ 
mately  the  idea  of  things  hereditary  and  peri¬ 
odical  is  difficult  to  imagine.  They  have  no 
more  natural  affinity  than  the  king  of  Eng¬ 
land  and  the  button  on  my  coat.  It  is  fo 
far  from  being  natural  for  thofe  who  think 
the  Gout  hereditary  to  think  it  therefore  pe¬ 
riodical,  that  I  queftion  whether  any  man, 
woman,  or  child,  except  yourfelf,  ever  flip- 
pofed  the  Gout,  or  any  other  thing  in  Nature* 
periodical,  becauje  it  was  hereditary. 

tc  If  it  were  periodical,  you  fay,  it  muft 
<c  be  regularly  fo.  The  only  periodical  dif- 
c<  eafe  I  know,  is  the  Intermittent  Fever, 
<c  which,  till  it  be  difturbed  by  the  Bark, 
is  as  regular  as  a  good  Clock.” 

Here  again,  I  conceive  you  are  wrong. 
Intermittent  Fevers  are  not  always  regu¬ 
larly  periodical.  In  the  courfe  of  your  own 
pradice  you  muff:  frequently  have  met 

with 
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with  Intermittent  Fevers,  particularly  in  Turn- 
mer  and  autumn,  which  obferved  no  re¬ 
gular  hour,  and  with  paroxifms  of  very  un¬ 
certain  duration.  Intermittent  Fevers,  there¬ 
fore,  are  not  always  as  regular  as  a  good  clock. 
You  cannot  but  recoiled  frequently  to  have 
feen  periodical  Head-achs,  pciiodical  Tooth- 
achs,  and  many  other  periodical  complaints, 
attended  with  no  Fever.  Intermittent  Fevers, 

I  1 

therefore,  cannot  be  the  only  periodical  difeafe 
you  know. 

As  to  the  queftion,  Whether  the  Gout  be  a 
periodical  difeafe,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  opinion, 
but  of  fad,  which  -is  eafily  determined  by 
thofe  who  are  afflided  with  that  fpecies  of  the 
Gout,  which,  on  account  of  the  regularity  of 
its  turns,  is  called  by  authors  Arthrites  Regu- 
laris .  With  regard  to  the  Theories  of  an¬ 
cient  and  modern  writers,  I  am  as  tenacious 
of  the  privilege  of  thinking  for  myfelf  as  any 
Sceptic  in  the  Kingdom  ,  but  when  I  find 
them  unanimous  in  the  hiftory  of  a  difeafe, 
diverted  of  all  theory,  and  founded  folely  on 
experience,  I  believe  them  implicitly,  until 
many  reiterated  obfervations  convince  me  they 
were  miftaken.  In  the  prefent  cafe,  obferva- 
tion  confirms  their  affertions,  They  never 
meant  to  affirm,  that  every  fpecies  of  the 
Gout  is  periodical  ;  but  that  there  exifts  a  fre¬ 
quent  fpecies  of  the  Gout,  which  generally  re¬ 
turns  at  certain  feafons  of  the  year. 
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Having,  as  you  fuppofed,  demonflrated  that 
the  Gout  is  neither  hereditary  nor  periodical, 
you  next  proceed  to  prove,  That  it  is  not  in¬ 
curable.  Whatever  may  have  been  your  fuc- 
cefs  in  defending  the  two  preceding  members 
of  your  proportion,  in  this  attack  you  will 
certainly  prove  victorious ;  for  you  encounter 
an  imaginary  Foe  3  not  a  Giant,  but  a  mere 
Windmill.  It  is  fo  far  from  being  the  opinion 
of  Phyficians,  that  the  Gout  is  incurable,  ex¬ 
cept  in  its  moit  inveterate  flate,  that  Authors 
of  Credit  abound  with  infiances  of  the  contrary* 
If  you  doubt  my  affertion,  I  refer  you  particu¬ 
larly  to  Morgagni  and  Van  Swieten. 

Indolence,  Intemperance,  and  Vexation, 
you  fay,  are  the  real  original  caufes  of  all  chro¬ 
nic  difeafes.  To  the  confideration  of  each  of 
thefe  caufes  you  affign  a  feparate  Chapter. 
That  on  Indolence  you  introduce  with  a  phy- 
fiological  account  of  the  circulation,  fecretiori* 
and  crebrijication  of  the  Animal  juices.  Hence 
you  demonftrate,  That  without  the  aid  of 
mufcular  motion,  the  heart  and  arteries  being; 
unable  to  propel  the  blood  with  fufficient  force, 
—  <c  the  little  veffels  would,  by  their  natural 
cc  elaflicity,  clofe  up  into  fibres,  or  be  obftruCt- 
<c  ed  by  angular  particles  flicking  in  them,  and 
<c  flopping  all  paffage.  Numberlefs  evils  of 
cc  the  chronic  kind,  efpecially  all  nervous  dif- 

eafes,  owe  their  origin  to  this  caufe  alone*' 
. —  that  is;  to  the  minute  veffels  being  entirely 
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elofed  up  by  their  own  elafticity,  or  obfiruded 
by  angular  particles. 

Before  we  proceed  to  difeufs  this  mat¬ 
ter,  luppofe  I  were  to  afk,  what  we  are 
to  underhand  by  Nervous  Difeafes  ?  You 
have  already  told  us,  that  Bilious ,  Nervous , 
&c.  are  words  that  give  no  idea.  Be 
this  however  as  it  may,  your  notion  of  an¬ 
gular  particles  is  a  Theory  incapable  of  de¬ 
mon  ft  ration,  fo  long  as  we  remain  ignorant 
of  the  figure  of  the  conftituent  particles  of 
matter.  In  this  cafe,  reafoning  from  analogy 
is  mere  hypothefis.  But  I  need  not  take 
pains  to  refute  this  dodrine.  Yourfelf  hath 
laved  me  the  trouble.  Chronic  difea-fes,  you 
tell  us,  are  the  produce  of  Indolence,  Intem¬ 
perance,  and  Vexation.  The  labouring  inhabitants 
of  the  country  are  leaft  indolent,  leaf!  intem¬ 
perate,  and  have  leaft  vexation  ;  therefore  they 
are  leaft  obnoxious  to  chronic  difeafes.  But 
the  bodies  of  thefe  labouring  people  are,  ceteris, 
paribus ,  demonftrably  leaft  vafcular,  a  greater 
number  of  vefiels  being  elofed  up  into  fibres ; 
and  hence,  according  to  the  above  fyftem, 
they  ought  to  be  moft  afnided  with  nervous 
and  other  chronic  difeafes,  efpecially  the 
Gout  5  the  contrary  of  which  you  will 
acknowledge  to  be  true.  How  will  you 
reconcile  thefe  palpable  contradictions  ?  Thus 
it  generally  fares  with  hypothetic  dodrines.. 

Triumphing  in  your  difeovery,  that  medi¬ 
cine  can  never  ad  upon  the  blood  and  veflels 

like 
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like  the  joint  force  of  all  the  mufcles  of  the 
body,  you  again  affirm,  that  there  is  no  fuch 
thing  as  a  lafting  Cure  for  the  Gout,  or  any 
other  chronic  difeafe,  to  be  expected  from 
medicine.  But  you  likewife  affirm,  that  cor¬ 
dials,  bracers,  ftrengtheners,  volatiles,  coagu¬ 
late  the  juices,  and  corrupt  the  whole  mafs 
of  blood. 

Here  I  muft  beg  leave  to  flop  you  for  a 
moment.  Thefe  are  words  of  too  much  im¬ 
portance  in  the  fyftem  of  Phyiic  to  be  buffered  to 
pafs  as  words  of  courfe.  If  in  your  philofophi- 
cal  enquiries  you  have  actually  difcovered,  that 
cordials,  bracers,  volatiles,  and  ftrengtheners 
really  coagulate  and  corrupt  the  juices  in 
the  human  body,  demonfhate  the  fact, 

— -----  et  eris  mi  hi  magnus  Apollo. 

Y X  R  G* 

Your  triumph  on  this  occafion  will  be  im- 
menfe.  You  will  have  the  fatisfaftion  of  con¬ 
futing  all  our  modern  dabblers  in  Phyfic,  who 
imagine  cordials  and  bracers,  particularly  the 
Peruvian  bark,  to  be  antifeptics,  which,  ac¬ 
cording  to  your  difcoveries,  are  found  to  pro¬ 
mote  putrefaction  ;  and  volatiles,  which  have 
hitherto  been  fuppofed  to  be  attenuants,  will, 
henceforwards,  become  coagulants.  If  your 
Pamphlet  had  no  other  merit,  this  circum- 
ftance  alone  were  fufficient  to  render  your 
name  immortal. 

Upon  the  whole,  however,  the  dcCtrine 
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contained  in  this  fedion  on  the  pernicious  efr 
feds  of  Indolence,  is  in  general  incontrover¬ 
tible  ;  namely,  that  Inactivity  is  often  the  Pa¬ 
rent  of  Difeafe.  But  where  is  the  Author, 
where  is  the  Phyfician,  who  is  not  of  the  fame 
opinion  ? 

Intemperance.  This  your  fecond  caufe 
of  chronic  difeafes  you  think  a  natural  con- 
fequence  of  the  firfl ;  becaufe  indolent  peo¬ 
ple  want  the  “  whip  and  fpur  of  Luxury 
4<  to  excite  their  jaded  appetites.”  I  own 
it  is  often  the  cafe ;  but,  in  general,  indolent 
people  are  not  the  moft  intemperate  :  I  can¬ 
not  therefore  fubfcribe  to  your  opinion  when 
you  “  venture  to  fay,  that  nine  in  ten  of  all 
“  the  chronic  difeafes  in  the  world,  particu-r 
<{  larly  the  Gout,  owe  their 'firfl;  rife  to  In- 
4<  temperance.” 

Who,  I  would  afk,  are  more  intemperate 
than  our  Englifh  and  Irifh  fox-hunters,  our 
gentlemen  of  the  army,  and  particularly  the 
common  foldiers  ?  But  thefe  are  lefs  afflided 
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with  the  Gout  than  any  other  clafs  of  people, 
efpecially  the  private  men,  among  whom  I  ne¬ 
ver  fawT  a  Gouty  patient.  Our  London  por«. 
ters,  draymen,  and  chairmen  are,  in  general, 
very  intemperate  \  yet  they  know  no  Gout; 
Intemperance,  therefore,  cannot  with  juflice  be 
the  Natural  Parent  of  the  Gout.  On  the 
contrary,  our  foldiers,  porters,  draymen,  &c. 
demon  Urate,  that  Intemperance  is  totally  ineffi¬ 
cient  to  produce  it.  That  fame  chronic  difeafes 
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are  the  children  of  Intemperance,  begotten 
upon  Indolence,  I  readily  grant :  in  this, 
however,  there  is  nothing  new,  Phyficians 
having  always  been  of  the  fame  opinion, 

<c  In  England,  you  fay,  all  degrees  of  men  are 
cc  furnifhed  with  the  means  of  Intemperance.7’ 
— “  In  foreign  countries  they  want  the  means.7’ 
“  —They  have,  however,  this  advantage  from  it, 
ct  that  they  are  much  lefs  affiicfted  with  chro- 
“  njc  difeafes  than  we  are.77  And  you  add, — ? 
cs  I  verily  believe  there  are  more  Gouts  in 
<c  England  than  in  all  the  reft  of  Europe/' 
This  you  attribute  to  our  eating  <c  Goofe  and 
({  Pig  with  Sage,  Onions,  Pepper,  Salt;  Hare 
<c  with  a  pudding  in  the  belly  ;  Leg  of  Mut- 
ton  with  Caper-fauce ;  Mutton-chops  with 
<  c  pickles,  the  u'orjl  of  all  poifons.  —  Another 
^  capital  miftake  that  many  people  fall  into, 
f c  is,  that  the  flefli- meat  they  eat  is  always  over- 
<c  done/7  cc  The  lefs  all  fiefh-meat  under™ 
C£  goes  the  power  of  fire,  the  milder  and  whole- 
^  fomer  it  is.”  —  Upon  this  principle  the 
“  Englifh  cookery  is  to  be  preferred  to  the 
*c  French,  who  ftew  and  roaft  to  rags.” 

Very  true :  the  French,  the  Dutch,  the 
Germans,  &c.  not  only  ftew  and  roaft  to  rags, 
hut  they  feafon,  compound,  multiply,  and  fo- 
phifticate  their  difties  fo  enormoufly,  that  our 
goofe  or  pig  with  fage  and  onions,  or  leg  of 
mutton  with  caper-fauce,  compared  with  their 
moft  fimple  viands,  are  fimplicity  itfelf.  Ne- 
yefthelefs,  you— verily  believe  there  are  more 
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ce  Gouts  in  England  than  in  all  the  reft  of 
*£  Europe.”  That  is,  in  order  to  prove  that 
high-feafoned  and  oVer-roafted  meats  produce 
the  Gout,  you  tell  us,  that  the  people  are 
mod  afflidted  with  it  in  England,  where  meats 
are  lead  feafoned  and  leaf!  roafted. 

The  Paragraph  immediately  fucceeding  that 
above  quoted  begins  thus  : 

££  This  leads  me  to  another  obfervation, 
£<  which,  perhaps,  none  but  Phylicians,  or  thole 

££  who  have  ftudied  well  the  nature  of  man 

« 

cc  and  his  aliments,  are  able  to  make.  It  is 
“  this  :  That  man  being  born  to  devour  mull 
of  the  fruits  and  animals  of  the  earth 
“  and  water,  there  ought  to  be  a  certain 
<£  proportion  of  animal  and  vegetable  fub- 
“  dances  in  his  food  ;  the  animal  tending 
c£  fpontaneoufly  to  putrefaction,  the  vegetable 
<£  correcting  that  tendency  from  going  too  far  : 
£t  thus  from  the  due  mixture  of  both  quali- 
<£  lities  refultsthat  neutral  property,  equally  dif- 
<£  tant  from  acid  as  alkali,  that  i?  eflentially  ne- 
<c  cedary  to  produce  good  blood.” 

The  neceflity  of  a  mixture  of  animal  and 
vegetable  food  is  indifputable ;  but  I  believe 
you  are  midaken  in  your  Theory  of  this  mat¬ 
ter.  The  antifcptic  power  in  vegetables  is 
not  owing  to  their  acefcent  quality,  but  to  their 
containing  a  large  proportion  of  that  gas  or 
vapour  known  at  prefent  by  the  name  ofjixt 
air ,  which,  as  we  lliall  fee  by  and  bye,  you 
imagine  to  be  fo  dreadful  an  enemy  to  human 

life. 
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life.  But  left  you  ftiould  not  cliufe  to  abide 
by  my  opinion  of  this  matter,  I  will  quote  you 
a  p aftage  from  a  book  of  credit,  which,  I  pre¬ 
fume,  you  have  not  read. 

“  The  general  and  well-known  antifep- 
tic  quality  in  vegetable  food  is  commonly 
accounted  for  by  faying  that  it  produced! 
acefcent  chyle  ;  but  alcalefcent  or  putrefcent 
'  C(  vegetables  are  equally  powerful,  in  this  re- 
fpedl,  with  the  acefcent ;  therefore  the  an- 
tifeptic  quality  rnuft  depend  upon  fo  me  what 
u  that  is  general  and  common  to  all  vegeta- 
“  bles.  By  far  the  greateft  (hare  of  the  vege- 
*c  tables  ufed  in  common  diet,  if  we  except 
6C  the  fruits  and  farinacea ,  are  alcalefcent  or 
€C  prutrefcent  ;  witnefs  all  the  different  kinds 
Cf  of  brajjica ,  nafiurlia ,  Onions,  Leeks,  Gar- 
“  lick,  Horfe-radifh,  Muftard,  RadMhes,  Spi- 
?£  nage,  Endive,  Purflain,  Lettuces  :  not  one 
“  of  thefe  things  can  be  called  acefcent,  and 

o  J 

T  yet  they  pr'eferve  the  humours- from  putre- 
faction,  or  corredt  it  where  prefent  as  effec- 
<£  tually  as  Sorrel  or  Lemon-juice/'  Mac- 
bride  s  Experiments.  .  /: 

You  are  of  opinion  that,  in  general,  the 
acefcent  diatheffs  prevails.  Your  words  are 
thefe  :  —  “  And  here  I  may  obferve,  that  the 
6C  error  of  mod  men’s  diet,  in  every  clafs  of 
“  life,  is,  that  the  acid,  crude  and  auftere,_al- 
sc  moft  always  abound ;  not  that  they  do  not 
“  eat  flefh-meat  enough,  but  they  fpoil  it  in 
“  the  preparation  and  cookery,  changing  its 
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u  animal  nature  into  fomething  worfe  than 
<c  vegetable,  taking  off  entirely  all  its  tenden- 
16  cy  to  diffolution  and  putrefaction  by  Taking, 
<c  fmoking,  pickling,  potting,  and  preferving 
<c  things  that  in  their  own  fimple  nature  would 
“  foon  corrupt  and  diffolve  ;  but  by  thefe  pre- 
“  parations  are  hardened  and  embalmed  to 
“  keep  for  years,  like  mummies.5' 

But  all  other  nations  feed  infinitely  more 
upon  fmoked,  dried,  mummied  meats  than 
the  inhabitants  of  thefe  iflands  5  neverthelefs 
you  —  “  verily  believe  there  is  more  Gout  in 
“  England  than  in  all  the  reft  of  Europe.” 

You  proceed  thus  :  —  “  The  fame  may  be 
<c  faid  of  every  kind  of  made  difloes  ;  the  falts, 
“  fpices,  hot  herbs,  and  acids,  with  which 
“  they  are  feafoned  and  compounded,  pre- 
“  ferve  and  harden  them  to  keep  for  ever;v 
“  the  fauces  and  gravies  they  fwim  in,  have 
“  the  fame  effedk  as  fo  much  pickle.” — But 
all  other  European  nations,  efpecially  the 
French,  exceed  us  infinitely  in  the  ufe  of  made 
difloes,  falts,  fpices,  hot  herbs,  acids,  fauces, 
gravies.  Neverthelefs  you  —  “  verily  believe 
“  there  is  more  Gout  in  England  than  in  all 
“  the  reft  of  Europe.55 

Now  thispernicious  prevalent acefcent  diathe- 
fis,  you  attribute  principally  to  the  too  frequent 
ufe  of  acefcent  food,  which,  you  tell  us,  c*  ne- 
“  ver  became  four  but  by  the  a£t  of  fermenta- 
“  tion,  which  being  railed  in  the  ftomach, 
u  where  it  engirt  never  to  happen ,  produces 

“  ftrange 


c  ,2i  3 

ftrange  tumults,  wind,  vapour,  gas ;  that  i$* 
€C  that  fume  arifing  from  fermentating  liquors 

of  any  kind  which  has  been  known  fome- 
“  times  to  kill  at  a  ftroke.” 

Very  true:  this  gas ,  this  fixt  or  mephitic 
air,  this  produce  of  fermentation,  is  powerfully 
deleterious  when  received  in  large  quantities 
into  the  lungs ;  but  its  effedts  in  the  ftomach, 
where  it  is  conftantly  generated,  or  rather  ex¬ 
tricated,  are  not  only  innocent  but  highly  fa- 
lutary.  If  you  entertain  any  doubt  of  this  mat¬ 
ter,  I  beg  leave  to  refer  you  again  to  Dr,  Mac- 
bride’s  Experiments,  where  you  will  not  only 
learn  that  this  fixt  air  is  moft  powerfully  anti* 
feptic,  but  that  digeftion  in  the  ftomach  is 
performed  chiefly  by  means  of  that  very  fer¬ 
mentation  which,  you  tell  us,  ought  never  to 
happen.  By  Digeftion,  I  conceive  we  mean 
the  refolution  of  our  food  into  its  conftituent 
particles,  by  giving  liberty  and  elafticity  to  the 
univerfal  cementing  principle,  fixt  air,  which 
can  be  no  other  wife  effected  than  by  fermen¬ 
tation,  .Concerning  the  properties  of  this  vin¬ 
culum  elementorum  primarium,  I  refer  you  like- 
wife  to  Dr.  Black’s  Experiments  on  Magnefia, 
Dr.  Hales’s  Statics,  &c. 

Authors ,  before  they  write,  Jheuld  read. 

Prior* 

But  left  your  readers,  fhould  miftake  the 
matter,  you  proceed  to  enumerate  the  feve- 

E  rsd 


[  *6  ] 

ral  pernicious,  acefcent,  fermenting  fpecies  of 
aliment  in  thefe  words:  — -  “  Thefe  are  fweets 
“  of  every  kind,  Puddings,  Cakes,  Paftry,. 
“  Creams,  Confedions,  &c.  and  every  thing 
c<  made  of  flour,  efpecially  fermented  ;  bread,. 
“  in  particular,  fo  far  from  being  the  whole- 
“  fome  thing  many  imagine,  is  not  only  un- 
“  wholefome  by  its  acefcency,  but,,  by  the 
€C  ftrong  ferment  it  contains,  it  forces  into 
cc  fermentation  every  thing  capable  of  it  that 
€£  it  meets  with  in  the  Itomach.” 

Such  is  the  miferable  uncertainty  of  huma¬ 
nity  !  The  Parfon  inftruds  us  to  pray  for 
daily  bread:  the  Doctor  tells  us  it  is  unwhole- 
fcme,  and  that  Providence  gave  us  plenty  of 
corn  merely  with  a  defign  to  poifon  us.  Bur* 
unfortunately  for  your  argument,  that  very 
propenflty  to  fermentation,  to  which  you  af- 
cribe  the  unwholfomenefs  of  bread,  is  the 
chief  caufe  of  its  falubrity.  Of  this  truth  you 
would  have  been  fully  convinced,  if  your 
Theory  had  been  founded  on  experiment. 

Yet,  not  fatisfied  with  depriving  us  of  our 
daily  -breads  your  next  attack  is  upon  our 
daily  wine.  —  “  But  the  greateft  acefcent,  or 

rather  bane  of  all,  high  and  low,  rich  or 
cc  otherwife,  whoever  they  are  that  take  it 
c<  conflantly,  is  wine.  Wine  alone  produces 
cc  more  difeafes  than  all  the  other  caules  put 
“  together/’ 

This  is  a  very  bold  aflertion,  and  fo  abfolute 
that  it  ought  to  be  fupported  by  indifputable 
1  ,  expe- 
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experiments  or  fads.  Your  arguments,  how¬ 
ever,  fuch  as  they  are,  I  /hall  feledt  and  tran- 
fcribe  in  their  proper  order,  allowing  to  each 
its  full  power  and  confequence. 

Argument  iff  “  All  men  allow  that  wine 
<£  taken  to  excefs  is  hurtful/5— dMot  only  wine, 
but  every  other  fpecies  of  aliment  muft  be 
hurtful  when  taken  to  excefs ;  becaufe  by  the 
term  Excefs  we  mean  that  degree  or  quan¬ 
tity  which  by  experience  is  found  to  be  hurt¬ 
ful.  This,  therefore,  is  a  felf-evident  propo¬ 
rtion  ;  but  it  proves  nothing. 

Argument  2d.  C4  Wine  accumulating  a  little 
indigeftion  every  day,  corrupts  all  the  juices 
■*c  of  the  body  molt  euentially.  And  though 
<c  it  be  taken  with  a  view  to  promote  di~ 
cc  geftion  and  affift  the  operations  of  the  fto- 
mach,  it  manifeftly  does  harm  to  both. 
cc  In  dead  of  digefting  and  diffolving,  it  har- 
£C  dens  and  prevents  diifolution,  and  curdles 
cc  and  corrupts  the  milky  chyle  and  firft 
juices  produced  from  our  food./*  —  This 
2d  Argument  is,  in  fafl,  no  Argument  at  all  : 
it  confifts  entirely  in  affertion,  and  confeqtiently 
is  fufficiently  anfwered  by  Ample  negation. 

Argument  3d.  u  Wine,  by  its  extraordi- 
££  nary  adtion,  forces  our  food  out  of  the  fto- 
fiC  mach  too  foon.  before  it  is  foftened,  dif- 
folved,  and  properly  prepared,  and  fends  it 
€C  into  the  bowels  crude,  hard,  and  auftere  $ 
in  that  flats  to  be  carried  into  the  blood, 
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€<  there  to  produce  every  kind  of  difeafe.”— 
This  again  is  mere  ip/e  dixit .  I  deny  the 
fadl.  Wine  has  no  luch  power.  Its  effedt 
on  the  ftomach  is  rather  fedative  ;  elfe  why 
do  you  order  a  little  burnt  wine  after  a  puke  ? 
Water,  on  the  contrary,  is,  to  the  nerves  of  the 
flomach,  a  powerful  ftimulus  ;  elfe  whence 
the  immediate  effedt  of  cold  water  on  perfons 
fainting  ?  This  notion,  that  wine  hardens  in- 
Head  of  diffolvins:  our  aliment  in  the  flo- 
mach,  and  therefore  hinders  digeftion,  is  not 
new.  It  is  indeed  generally  fuppofed  to  be  the 
cafe ;  .  but  I  prefume  it  is  founded  on  falfe 
analogy  and  falfe  philofophy  :  I  therefore  be¬ 
lieve  it  to  be  a  mi  flake.  But  there  are  more 
miftakes  in  our  Theories  of  Digcflion.  Poffibly 
I  may  fet  this  matter  right,  in  the  refult  of 
a  Series  of  Experiments,  already  far  advanced, 
with  which  I  intend  to  oblige  the  world,  if 
they  prefs  me  much. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  it  appears,  that  tho* 
you  are  fo  great  an  enemy  to  Wine,  unlefs 
taken  medicinally,  you  have  not  even  ad¬ 
vanced  the  femblance  of  an  argument  in  de¬ 
fence  of  your  opinion.  But  vinous  fpirit  is 
generally  known  to  flop  fermentation,  which, 
you  fay,  ought  never  to  happen  in  the  fto- 
mach.  I  wonder  you  did  not,  on  that  ac¬ 
count,  allow  us  a  few  glaffes  after  dinner. 

You  fuppofe ,  —  “  it  will  be  laid  that  many 
‘f  drink  wine  every  day  without  Gout, 

Stone, 
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Stone,  or  any  difeafe  at  all  in  confequence/1 
To  which  you  add,  —  c<  1  believe  not  many, 
“  or  I  fbould  know  fome  of  them.,?  But  is  it 
poflible  you  can  pofitively  affirm,  that  you  do 
not  know  fome  people  who  drink  wine  every 
day,  without  any  chronic  difeafe  in  confe- 
quence  ?  Or  does  your  circle  of  acquain¬ 
tance  extend  no  farther  than  your  patients  ? 
If  I  may  urge  my  own  obfervation,  I  declare, 
that,  among  all  the  conftant  wine-drinkers  of 
my  acquaintance,  and  they  are  pretty  nume¬ 
rous,  there  is  not  one  in  fifty  afflidted  with 
Gout,  Rheumatifm,  Stone,  Colic,  or  any  other 
chronic  complaint  ;  and  even  among  thofe  who 
live  in  every  other  refpedt  mod  luxurioufly,  cer¬ 
tainly  not  one  in  ten.  If  you  have  any  curiofity 
to  know  what  I  thought  of  this  matter  feven 
years  ago,  read  the  following  quotation  from 
my  inaugural  Thefts  on  the  Gout. 

u  Podagra  can  fee  irpoxotragxTutMf  occqfionales , 
quos  recenfuerunt  auffores  cejlimatijjimi ,  funt  >  vichis 
opiparuSy  vefqna  vim  compotatio ,  venus  pram  a- 
tura  immoderately  vita  fedentaria ,  perfpiratio 
prohibit  a  ;  cum  quibus  etiam  alia  pro  varid 
cujufcunque  The  or  id  multifaria  annumerantur . 
Obfervavit  Sydenhamusy  &  quiflem  ex  univer - 
fall  cbfervatione  novimuSy  divites  plus  quam  pan* 
peres  hoc  morbo  cruciari .  Non  ignoramus  etiam 
hos  ab  illis  vivendi  tantum  ratione  dijerepare  $ 
qtiQcirca  earn  fupra  memoraias  inter  podagra  can  fas 
yccajionales  tute  recenfere  pojfumus .  Non  defunt 
tamcn  exempla  innumerabilia  luxurie  viventium 
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qm  impune  ad  tumulum  nfque  helluantur :  imp 
liiam  ajjirmare  lie  eat,  inter  homines  laut  lores, 
qm  omni  thxus  fpecie,  quantum  pojjint,  fefe  in~ 
dulgent ,  vix  et  nevix  quidem  decimum  quemque 
/fie  podagricum .  Spuamvis  itaque  verum  fit ,  ut 
errores  in  rebus  nonnaturalibus  {ut  barbare  fa- 
tis  vocari  Jolent)  certis  fub  conditionibus ,  podagree 
car  fa  evadant,  fine  tamen  caufia  irfotiyaftevy,  vel 
diathefi  in  cor  pore  prceexifiente ,  earn  producers 
neqUaqiiam  v  a  leant  d 

In  Englifh  thus :  i%  The  occafional  caufes 
of  the  Gout,  enumerated  by  the  heft  authors, 
are  luxurious  eating,  immoderate  drinking,  pre¬ 
mature  and  excefiive  venery,  a  fedentary  life, 
obftrudted  perfpiration  ;  with  many  other,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  different  Theory  of  each  writer* 
Sydenham  oblerved,  and  indeed  from  univer- 
fal  obfervation  we  know,  that  the  rich  are 
more  frequently  affliffed  with  this  difeafe 
than  the  poor.  We  alfo  know,  that  the  for¬ 
mer  differ  only  in  their  manner  of  living : 
the  above  recited,  therefore,  we  may  fafe- 
]y  reckon  *  among  the  occafional  caufes  of 
the  Gout.  Nevertnelefs,  there  are  innumer¬ 
able  examples  of  perfons  who  riot  in  luxury 
With  impunity  to  the  grave  :  nay,  we  may  even 
affirm,  that,  among  thofe  who  indulge  them- 
felves  to  the  utmoft,  not  a  tenth  part  are  af- 
flifted  with  the  Gout.  It  follows,  therefore, 
though  errors  in  the  non- naturals  (as  they  are 
barbaroufly  called)  may,  under  certain  cir- 

ctimffances,  be  the  caule  of  the  Gout,  that 

*  •  *  *» 
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Without  a  pre-exiftent  diathefis  in  the  body** 
they  are  infufficient  to  produce  that  difeafe. 

1  beg  the  reader’s  pardon  for  trail  Gating  this 
paffage  into  Englilh,  being  fenfible  that  nothing 
can  be  more  inconfiftent  with  good  breeding  ; 

o  o  J 

but  gouty  gentlemen  may  forget  their  Latin, 
and  poffibly  the  Curate  may  live  at  a  confider- 
able  diftanee.  , 

££  Water,  you  fay,  is  the  only  liquor  Nature 
€£  knows  of,  or  has  provided  for  all  ani- 
5C  mals  5  and  whatever  Nature  gives  us,  we  may 
*c  depend  upon  it,  is  belt  and  fafeft  for  us.”— 
But  Nature  gives  us  many  potions :  are  poifpns 
therefore  fafe  ?  Nature,  with  all  her  Simpli¬ 
city,  is  a  wonderful  adept  in  Chemiftry._ 
Wine  is  her  own  produce  as  well  as  water; 
and  that  by  a  proeels  which  Art  cannot  even 
imitate.  But  if  you  mean  to  infer,  that  we 
are  to  ufe  fuch  things  only  as  require  no 
affiftance  from  Art,  you  immediately  make 
Nebuchadonezers  of  us  all  :  our  drink  is  water, 
our  meat  prafs,  and  our  clothing  hair, 

O'  o 

To  the  laft  lenience  I  have  quoted,  you  an¬ 
nex  the  following  :  — -  cc  Accordingly  we  fee, 
<£  that  when  we  have  committed  any  exceiTes 
££  or  miftakes  of  any  kind,  and  fuffer  from 
££  them,  it  is  Water  that  relieves.  Hence 

the  chief  good  of  Bath,  Spa,  and  many 
££  other  medicinal  waters,  efpecially  to  hard 
£c  Drinkers.  It  is  the  element  that  dilutes 
££  and  carries  off  crudities  and  indigeftions, 
“  &c.  the  mineral  virtues  they  contain  may 
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A  f 

kl  make  them  tolerable  to  the  ffomach  1 li 
€t  their  paffage,  but  do,  as  1  believe,  little 
“  more  in  the  body :  it  is  the  water  that 
€t  cures.” 

If  I  could  fufpedt  you  of  reading  romances, 
I  fliouid  fay,  you  borrowed  this  opinion  from 
Humphrey  Clinker.  But  Dr.  Falconer  has 
probably  told  you  (for  I  have  not  feen  his 
book)  that  the  l'alubrious  effedts  of  moft  me¬ 
dicinal  Waters  are  more  rationally  to  be  afcribed 
to  that  gas  which  you  think  fo  dreadfully 
deleterious  as  to  deftroy  life  at  a  ftroke. 

One  quotation  more,  and  we  have  done 
with  this  feftion  on  Intemperance. — <c  There 
*c  is  another  capital  miftake  many  labour  un* 
“  der  in  the  choice  of  their  wines,  prefer- 
<c  ring  the  ftrong,  hot,  coarfe  forts,  Madei- 
a  ra,  Port,  Mountain,  &c.  to  the  milder, 
“  more  elegant,  and  certainly  lefs  unwhole- 
4 4  fome  French  and  Italian  wines,  account- 
“  ing  them  better  for  the  ffomach,  and  good 
“  again  11  wind.” 

In  anfwer  to  this,  I  have  only  to  remind 
you  of  a  paffage  which  I  have  already  quot¬ 
ed,  where  you  told  us  that  the  error  of  moft 
men's  diet  is,  that  the  acid  almofl  always 
prevails.  Now  thefe  fmall  French  and  Ita¬ 
lian  wines  are  infinitely  more  acid  than  Port, 
Madeira,  or  Mountain.  Befides,  they  more 
eftedlually  prevent  fermentation,  which,  you 
fay,  ought  never  to  happen  in  the  ffomach* 
The  conclufion  is  obvious. 

Having 
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Maving  thus  difpatched  your  two  firft  caufes 
b£  chronic  diftafes,  Indolence  and  Intempe¬ 
rance,  we  now  come  to  the  third  and  I  aft, 
viz.  Vexation ,  which,  in  your  acceptation  of 
the  word,  comprehends  Anger,  Envy,  Re- 
fentment,  Difcontent,  and  Sorrow'.  But  as 
you  propofe  no  remedy  for  any  of  thefe  Ipe- 
cies  of  Vexation,  it  is  of  no  importance  to  the 
Reader  whether  we  admit  it  as  one  of  the 
caufes  of  the  Gout  or  not.  You  wifely  con- 
fldered,  that  the  paffions  of  the  mind  &re 
involuntary,  and  that  therefore  to  delire  a 
man  not  to  be  forrowful,  or  not  to  be  in  love, 
becaufe  it  might  produce  the  Gout,  were 
juft  as  rational  as  to  beg  of  him  to  alter 
the  fhape  of  his  large  nofe,  becaufe  it  might 
afford  a  handle  to  his  antagonift.  >  This  fee- 
tion,  therefore,  on  account  of  its  infignifteance, 
might  have  been  entirely  disregarded;  Ne- 
verthelefs,  I  cannot  turn  it  over  without 
touching  upon  one  Paragraph. 

You  fay  ~  <c  it  Is  in  deep  that  all  nourifh- 
€C  ment  is  performed  and  the  /reafon  you 
give  for  this  new  opinion  is  —  cc  that  in  deep 
the  mufcles  of  the  body  are  comppfed  and 
relaxed  into  a  genial  temporary  kind  of 
sc  palfy,  that  leaves  not  the  lea  ft  obftrudion. 
ts  or  hindrance  of  the  paflage  of  the  blood  to 
<c  every  atom.” —But  you  have  told  us 
before,  that  the  ftrength  of  the  heart  and 
arteries  is  not  fufficient  to  propel  the  blood 

p  thro  u  o-l 
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through  the  capillary  veflels,  without  the 
affiftance  of  mulcular  motion. 

We  are  now  arrived  at  the  laft,  the  important 
Chapter,  which  treats  of  the  Cure  of  the  Gout , 
and  all  other  Chronic  Dijcajes ,  a?id  the  Repair 
of  a  Broken  Confutation . 

Having  learnt,  in  the  preceding  part  of 
your  Pamphlet,  that  the  Caufes  of  the  Gout, 
&c.  are  Indolence,  Intemperance,  and  Vexation, 
it  was  natural  to  fuppofe  that  in  this  Chapter 
on  the  Cure,  we  fhould  find  Activity,  \ Tempe¬ 
rance ,  and  Peace  of  Mind.  To  thele  fpecifics 

you  add - <c  a  lew  well-chofen  antimonial, 

€<  abforbent,  or  faponaceou*  deobftruents  and 
16  fweeteners  f  abftinence  from  Wine,  except 
once  or  twice  a  week ;  and  occafionally  a 
dofe  of  rhubarb,  with  a  little  of  your 
Magnefia ,  by  way  of  antidote  after  a  debauch. 

- This,  I  think,  comprehends  your  intire 

therapeutic  plan. 

With  regard  to  Activity  and  Temperance, 
you  are  probably  right,  as  you  echo  the  opi¬ 
nions  of  the  principal  authors  on  the  fubjedt. 
Even  I,  who,  like  St.  Paul,  came  late  into 
the  vineyard,  have  declared  the  fame  opinion 
in  my  Thefis  above  quoted,  from  which  I  beg 
leave  alfo  to  tranferibe  the  following  paragraph : 

“  In  dehito  corporis  exercitio ,  ac  frugali 
“  menjd ,  videtur  Sydenkamus  maxi  mam  cura- 
**  t  ion  is  [pern  pofuiffe ;  nee  quidem  imm  frith, 
<c  quoniam  podagra,  etiam  inveterata,  fob 
P  Lahore,  cum  cibo  fmplice,  fanatce  exempla 

“  plurima 
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C€  plurima  habentur,  Commemorat  illuflr .  Van 
u  Swieten ,  facer  dotem,  valde  podagricu?n ,  bene - 
<c  jicio  pmgui  fruentem ,  y#/  infeliciter ,  vel 
J*  feliciter  potiiis^  a  piratis  captusy  per  biennium 
<e  rent  os  damnatus  fuit ;  ex  quo  antem  reme- 

(C  dio ,  integerrimam  podagra  curationem  obti- 
tc  nuit .  quamvis  hoc  pharmacum  phi- 

cc  rfw/r  conjlitutionibus  nlmis  acre  videatur , 
docet  tamen  podagram  inter  morbos  incur a- 
u  biles  immeritb  enumeratam  ejfe 

In  English  thus :  —  “  In  proper  exercife  and 
temperance  Sydenham  feems  to  have  placed 
c<  his  greateft  hopes  of  cure  $  nor  indeed  with- 
out  reafon,  there  being  many  examples 
“  even  of  inveterate  Gouts  cured  lblely  by 
C€  labour  and  plain  diet.  The  illultrious  Van 
u  Swieten  tells  us  of  a  prieft,  in  poffeffion  of 
<c  a  fat  living,  and  violently  afflidted  with  the 
“  Gout,  who  unfortunately,  or  rather  fortu- 
<c.  nately,  was  taken  by  pirates,  and  condemn- 
“  ed  to  labour  at  the  oar  during  two  whole 
<c  years ;  by  which  remedy,  however,  he  was 
**  entirely  cured  of  the  Gout.  Now,  tho’  this 
medicine  may  feem  too  violent  for  moll 
“  conftitutions,  neverthelefs  we  learn  from 
u  this  example,  that  the  Gout  is  improperly 
<c  ranked  among  incurable  difeafes.” 

As  to  peace  of  mind,  as  a  medicine,  you 
and  I,  as  phyficians,  have  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

What  you  mean  by  abforbent  deobftruents 
and  fweeteners,  I  do  not  comprehend.  I  know 
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.of  no  abforbents,  except  calcareous  earths* 
which,  ‘  fo  far  from  being  deobftruents,  if  I 
might  coin  a  word,  I  would  call  objlruents a 
And  as  to  fweeteners ,  it  is  a  term,  which,  as 
you  obferved  on  another  occafion,  may  latisfy, 
but  gives  no  idea. 

The  article  of  Wine,  I  think,  I  have  fufti- 

; 

ciently  anfwered  already. 

But  concerning  your  Magnefia,  I  know  not 
what  to  fay  to  it.  I  never  faw  nor  heard  of 
your  Magnefia,  and  am  therefore  ignorant  of 
its  peculiar  yirtues.  But  might  not  your 
enemies  hence  take  occafion  to  infinuate, 
that  your  Differtation  on  the  Gout  was  writ¬ 
ten  purpofely  to  advertife  your  Magnefia  ? 

After  all,  fays  the  Gouty  Reader,  admitting 
that  you  have  proved  Dodtor  Cadogan  to  be 
wrong  in  every  page  of  his  book,  what  am 
I  the  better,  unlefs  you  give  us  fome  opi¬ 
nion  of  your  own  which  fihall  be  lefs  liable 
to  objedtion  ? 

I  anfwer :  Yqu  have  already  leen  my  opi¬ 
nion,  both  of  the  caufe  and  cure  of  the 
Gout,  in  the  two  Latin  fcraps  tranfcribed  from 
my  Thefis,  published  in  the  year  1765.  I 
have  no  theory  but  what  is  founded  on  fadts. 
Hence  I  conclude,  that  the  caufe  of  the 
Gout  is  not  to  be  fought  for  in  the  daily  uie 
of  wine,  nor  even  in  intemperance  in  that  or 
in  any  other  fpecies  of  aliment,  unlefs  con¬ 
joined  with  Inactivity,  From  fadts  I  likewife 

$  and 
$liq* 


conclude,  that  the  Gout  is  hereditary 
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a ilb,  that  a  radical  cure  is  to  be  expeded,  not 
In  abftinence  from  wine,  nor  in  this  or  that 
particular  article  of  food  or  medicine,  but 
in  Temperance  and  Labour :  I  fay.  Labour,  pro¬ 
perly  diftinguifhed  from  what  is  commonly 
understood  by  Exercife. 

And  now,  Dodor  Cadogan,  I  have  done, 
Give  me  your  hand,  whilft  I  declare,  upon 
my  veracity,  that  thro’  the  whole  of  thefe 
animadveriions,  my  pen  has  been  guided  folely 
by  the  love  of  truth.  I  hope,  like  our  bre¬ 
thren  at  the  bar,  we  may  dilpute  in  our 
profeffion,  and  yet  dine  together  in  peace  and 
good  humour.  f>y  the  bye,  if  I  Ihould  ever 
have  that  pleafure,  I  requefl:  it  may  be  on  one 
of  your  wine-days.  If  you  think  there  is 
rather  too  much  levity  in  my  manner  of  treating 
this  grave  fubjedt,  I  have  only  to  remind  you, 
that  controverfy  is  in  its  nature  dull,  and 
therefore,  more  than  any  other  fpecies  of 
writing?  requires  fome  zeft,  even  tho’  it  fliQuld 
border  a  little  upon  acrimony,  to  keep  thp 
reader’s  attention  awake. 

When  I  had  nearly  finifhed  this  trifle,  I 
faw  advertifed  Dr.  Falconer’s  Qbfervations  on 
your  pamphlet.  I  have  not  feen  his  per¬ 
formance  -3  but,  from  my  knowledge  of  his 
abilities,  I  dare  fay  it  is  much  to  the  purpofe. 
JJeverthelef^,  from  ^  fuppofed  knowledge  alfb 
of  myfelf,  I  imagine  his  work  and  mine  bear 
very  little  rffemblance  tp  each  other. 


you  wiAmyEpiffle fo  late-0 but  Fon^h^ 
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